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REMARKS 

Applicaot expresses appreciatioQ to the Examiner for allowing claiias 14- 
44, 46-73, 91, 93 and 95-97. Regarding the interview of March 6, 2009, 
Applicant rejspeetfiilly asserts that the Examiner and Applicant agieed upon 
anieBding claims 91 and 96 to recite "a confuting device" to oveicome the 
section 101 rejection. However, the interview Simmiary provided by the 
Examiner indicates, in an apparent enor, that the Examiner and Applicant agi eed 
upon anifaiding claims 91 and 96 to recite "a compntia- device" Fmfheimore, the 
Examiner, via an Examiner's Amendment, has amended claims 91 and 96 to 
recite 'a computer device". Accordingly, Applicant has amended the claims 
herein to recite "a confuting device" as agreed upon in the interview. 
Amendments herein are relative to tlie Examiner's amendments ratlier than 
Applicant's previous amendment. 

Respectfiiily submitted. 
Day Pitney, llp 

By: T. David Bomzeiv Reg. 48770 

T. Da\id Bonizer 
Reg. No. 48,770 
Attorney for AppHeants 

Day Pitney, LLP 
7 Times Square 
New York, NY 10063 
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